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Match 17, 1995 

Mr. David Poner' 
Southern DMsioa. N&vaJ Facilities Hnsineering Command 
2155 ElgIe Drive, P.O. Box 10068 
CharloIIon. SC 29411-0068 

lU: Draft Assembly C Site Investigation p~ Naval Air Station Memphis. Millington, 
Tameuee. ~CR.A Facility Investigation. January 20. 1995, roSF #19-719. cc 82 

Dear Mr. Porter: 

The T~ DMsion of'Superfimd (TDSF) Mempbis Field Office (MFO) has reviewed 
the Draft Assembly C Site lJrvestiptiOll Plw for the NAS Memphis site, received in this 
office on 1anuary 23, 1995. The TDSF·MFO hal the fonowing attached ~omments. 

Should you have lAy questions or ~ regarding this review please call me at (901) 
368-7951. 

1ame1 W. MortilaD, P.G. 
EuviroomomaJ Project Manap 
Manpbis Field Oftice 
Tameaacc DMsiOfl ofSuperfuDd 

~: TDSF. NCO - Attn: Clint WiDer, Director DSF. File 
roD, MFO. FIle 
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TDEClDS''''FO COMMENTS ON .

DRAFT ASSEMBLY C SITE INVESTlGAnON PLANS.
NAS MEMPHIS. RCRA FACILITY INVESTlGATlON

JANUARY 20, 1995

General Comment:

To date, this is the most complete. easily readable. and highly organiZed work
plan that has come across my desk. H0'N8ver, TOeC has noted that some of the
sampling strategies need to be revisited. Specifics are noted below.

Individual SWMU SIPs may be comprised of both genetel end specific
comments.

S\NMU 1S SIP

1. Section 2.0, Environmental Setting. page 1.
Please correct tho third sentence to read "ten -10,000 to 25.000· gallon
tanks", per Appendix A.

.~.

2. SectIOn 3.0, Soun:e CharacteriZation, second para., page 6.
Please indleato what state agency gave permission to backfill site with
potentiaUy contaminated soil.

• i'

3. SectJon 4.3. Objective and Proposed Field Inveatigation, second para.,
peg_e..
Please clarify statement regarding DNAP\. detedion at top of ectuifer
using OPT. One wcuid naturally suspect LNAPL type contaminants at top
of aquifer. (This same statement Is repeated in most of the other SWMU
SIP•. p!HSe correct.) .

SpeQfi~ comments regarding the $WMU 15 HASP are applicable to all SIP
HASPs, please correct whetl appropriate.

1. SeQion 2.4, Work Zones, page 6. .
PIGSI8 include 8 general (non site speeifle) map showing wof1( zones with
wind direction Included on the map. Also, plesse state now zones will be
dGfinGd (e.g.·: colored tape).

2. . Section 6.1, Standard Safe Work Practices, first bullet. page 8.
TDEC strongly suggests deleting the phrase "unless authorized by the
Site HOAIth and Safety Oflicr'.
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3.
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Section 6.1, Standard Sat Work PradiC88, first bullet, page 9.
Pleesalnclude accepted overhead and side working cearances.

4. Section 6.3, Selection of PeriOnal Protective Equipment, Sec:ond para,
page 11.
Plesse expand on tha phrase 'based on best available information" when
determining appropriate level of PPE.

5. ~Gc:tion 8.2, Responsibilitias of Site Health and Safety Officer, last para,
page 20.
Please darify, will designated atternate SHSO have 24 hour supervisory
training?

SWMU 18SIP

1. TDEC suggests rethinking this SV'/MU's proposed sampling strategy.
Since this a small UST (550 gallons), Why not remove the tank and do
Confirmatory sampling around the pit? The CERCLA contaminants noted
here.are not very mobile. Also, if pressure testing is in order for the tank,
what about the lines'?

SWMU21 sle

1. Section 2.0 EnvitonmentaJ Setting, sixth line, page 1.
Celete the words "Of tJ'\8".

2. see general comment under SWMU 18 SIP,. Same problem, just a larger
tank.

sylMU26 SIP

1. If this small ec.mp unit and feeder line Ate going to be left in place, then
the sampling approach is more than sufficient However, it appears the
.elution would be mOte cost effective to remove it and do confirmatory
sampling. TDEC suggests rethinking this sampling·strategy.

S\NMU2ISIe

1. . No comments,locks good.



SWMU 27 SIp·

1. There are appear to be no CERCLA contaminants noted Of concern here.
Since used petroleum products are present, and since the pits are small
(Le. three 55 galien dn.ms), TOEC suggests their removal followed by
confirmatory sampling. The ground water issue will need to addreued as
a follow~ investigation.

._-- _.. ----_. ". ---- - •.....


